Abstract: This paper examines variations in residents' responses to proposals to redevelop three public housing neighbourhoods in Dublin using Public Private Partnerships (PPPs) and the outcomes their resistance achieved. In two of these neighbourhoods community representative structures were strong and although one community co-operated with the PPP plans and the other opposed them, both were broadly successful in achieving their campaign objectives. Community structures in the third case-study area were weak however and the imposition of PPP redevelopment devastated this neighbourhood which is now almost entirely vacant. This case study is employed to critique the literature on grassroots resistance to urban redevelopment and welfare state restructuring and social housing development policy in Ireland. The paper concludes that, contrary to many researchers' assumptions, residents' political action and resistance can significantly influence on public housing redevelopment strategies despite the dominance of neoliberal and entrepreneurial governance regimes. However, for vulnerable communities were representative structures are weak, the over-emphasis on gentrification/ social mixing and refurbishing the built environment in Irish public housing development policy can have devastating consequences. Indeed, demolition and rebuilding programmes in particular can destabilise target neighbourhoods to the extent that the residents who ultimately enjoy the benefits of public housing redevelopment are largely or entirely different from those who campaigned for its instigation.
Introduction
This paper examines plans to redevelop run down public housing neighbourhoods in Dublin in conjunction with private developers which were initiated and partially implemented during Ireland's 'celtic tiger' economic boom in the early 2000s but collapsed at the end of the decade when this country experienced one of the most severe busts of the global financial crisis (Norris and Coates, 2014) . It focuses on the experiences of the residents of three case-study neighbourhoods responding to publicprivate partnership (PPPs) redevelopment programmes. The neighbourhoods share a common socio-economic profile (very disadvantaged), location (in Dublin's inner-city), design (low-rise apartment blocks built in the 1950s and 1960s) and landlord (the municipal government -Dublin City Council). However, they differ significantly in terms of the strength of community structures, their views on the PPP plans, the campaign strategies they adopted in response and outcomes experienced.
On the basis of these case studies the paper firstly examines the politics and effectiveness of different community responses to public housing redevelopment programmes (outright resistance, unequal co-operation and co-operation on more equal terms with the state and business interests) in different contexts (deeply embedded and resilient community structures in two neighbourhoods much weaker structures in the third). In addition, these cases are employed to critique the treatment of grass roots resistance to public housing redevelopment, housing privatisation and poverty deconcentration policies in the urban studies literature and key features of public housing redevelopment policy in Ireland, namely its strong emphasis on partial privatisation and gentrification/social mixing and on refurbishing the built environment rather than establishing social programmes. The emergence of community resistance emerged as a response to this state policy which placed little value on sustaining these disadvantaged communities is also explored. The analysis of these issues presented here is organised into seven further sections. The first and second of these of these summarise the relevant themes in the literature and features of the case-study neighbourhoods and research methods employed to examine them. The next three examine: the process of devising and implementing redevelopment plans for the three neighbourhoods; policy makers' rationales for choosing these strategies, residents' responses and outcomes achieved. The conclusions set out the findings of the casestudy research and reflect on their implications for the literature on residents' resistance to public housing redevelopment and for neighbourhood regeneration policy in Ireland.
Grassroots Resistance, Privatisation and Poverty Deconcentration
The cases examined here are relevant to some of the oldest themes in the urban studies literature and some of the newest. Of most direct relevance is the large literature on grassroots resistance to urban redevelopment which emerged during the 1970s and 1980s among which Manuel Castells' (1983) landmark study The City and the Grassroots was particularly influential. His analysis emphasised the agency and the impact of grassroots movements, while also acknowledging their limits. Although unable to transform social structures, he argued that these movements have the potential to transform 'urban meanings', by undermining the social hierarchies which structure urban life and working to create cities organised on the basis of autonomous local cultures and decentralized participatory democracy. However, later research in this genre placed less emphasis on the agency of urban grass roots movements and more on their limits, for instance of their local focus, which prevents them from challenging the wider social structures which shape their problems and on the co-option of these movements by state and other powerful interests (e.g. Mollenkopf, 1983; Kramer, 1981) .
This use of PPPs to redevelop public housing is also relevant to the extensive literature on neo-liberalism and welfare state privatisation, particularly privatisation of the government owned social housing sector (called public or council housing) which is concentrated in English speaking countries. Writers on public housing privatisation do discuss resistance but they concentrate on conflict between (different layers of) government and political parties rather than resistance by the occupants of these dwellings (e.g. Malpass, 2005) .
Also of relevance to the cases examined here is the fashion for efforts to 'deconcentrate' poor households. Governments in many developed countries, including Ireland have tried to achieve this by subsidizing low income residents to move to wealthier neighbourhoods ('person centred' measures such as Moving to Opportunity in the USA) or 'demolishing existing public housing and replacing it with mixed tenure housing ('property centred measures' such as the US HOPE IV scheme and the PPP schemes under examination here). Reflecting the studies of the negative 'neighbourhood effects' of poverty concentrations which (in part at least) inspired these policies, many evaluations of their effectiveness uncritically assume that deconcentrating poverty will deliver neighbourhood sustainability. What is lost in terms of public housing units, community history and networks and bonds between neighbourhoods has received less attention (Popkin, 2006 is an exception). The US research on the politics of neighbourhood deconcentration has also concentrated on opposition from middle class communities to disadvantaged incomers and largely neglected resistance from already resident poor households (Glaster, et al, 2003) . However, recent, mainly British, research on 'state-led' urban gentrification has adopted a more critical perspective (Hackwood and Smith, 2001) . In this vein, Watt (2009) highlights the working class displacement commonly generated by gentrification, the role public housing has often played as a buffer against this process and the contribution of redevelopment focussed on tenure mixing to undermine this role.
Cases and Methods
The three neighbourhoods examined here -Fatima Mansions, Dolphin House and O'Devaney Gardens are all located in Dublin's inner-city, one to three miles from the main downtown shopping and business district. Fatima Mansions and Dolphin House are on adjacent sites, in the south inner-city, whereas O'Devaney Gardens is in the north inner-city. The neighbourhood's characteristics are summarised in Table 1 which explains that all were built between 1949 and 1956 as part of a slum clearance drive and, reflecting architectural fashions and the methods of social housing provision common at the time, all are low-rise apartment complexes (called flats in Ireland), owned and managed directly by the municipal government (Dublin City Council). Each neighbourhood is small (originally between 278 and 436 dwellings) and largely monoethnic (white, Irish) but the districts surrounding them contain a mix of housing tenures, commercial and residential development and (particularly in recent years) income and ethnic groups. Residents now widely assert that the refurbishment was a complete failure and a waste of money. [Dublin City Council] officials tacitly agree…Within a few years of the refurbishment, some of the blocks had a more derelict appearance than they had before the refurbishment took place (Norris, 1999: 117-118 ).
This research links the failure of this redevelopment to the lack of consultation with residents regarding its design and the lack of integration between social investment and the physical redevelopment programme.
Despite the continuing problems of the case-study neighbourhoods however, the The analysis of these redevelopment programmes which is presented in this paper draws on four separate studies of these neighbourhoods conducted by the authors in 1997-98, 2004-07, 2007-09 and 2012-13 , the results of which are set out in three books (Fahey (ed), 1999; Hearne, 2011, Norris (ed) 13. Thus less data are available on the long term trajectories of these neighbourhoods but the PPP scheme proposed to redevelop them was studied in significant depth.
Redevelopment Planning and Implementation

Fatima Mansions
Residents of 
O'Devaney Gardens
O'Devaney Gardens' residents started lobbying for improvements to their neighbourhood in the late 1990s when an ad hoc group came together for this purpose.
This campaign focused on provision of better community facilities, because social problems were less serious here than in Fatima Mansions and residents felt that combatting them did not require redevelopment. to give evidence that these conditions breached residents' human rights (Hearne and Kenna, 2014) . This agitation has reaped benefits. In 2010, the Dolphin House residents and the Council commenced negotiations on a new redevelopment plan which would be implemented using public funding rather than a PPP. Central government announced in 2013 that the requisite finance would be provided.
Redevelopment Rationales
The general reasons why policy makers in Ireland adopted the PPP model and applied to it more and more policy fields during the 1990s and 2000s reflected the factors which inspired the same development internationally. Policy makers' stated rationales centred on PPP's 'practical' benefits as a method of increasing public spending but without raising up-front costs to government or exchequer borrowing; enabling the private sector to take on board some of the risks (and of course profit) associated with public infrastructure and service provision and leveraging private companies' expertise.
Thus, in addition to critiquing the validity of these claims, academic debate on PPPs has focused on locating this policy within the wider neo liberal agenda of rolling back government involvement in the economy and privatisation (see: Greeve and Hodge (eds) 2013 for a cross-country analysis and Hearne, 2010 for an Irish focussed discussion).
In the context of redeveloping public housing in Dublin, Redmond and Russell (2008) suggest that PPPs' attractions were amplified by their relevance to other important urban and housing policy agendas. Chief among these was policy makers' concern to create 'sustainable neighbourhoods' and view that better urban design (based on densification of urban development) and 'mixing' of tenures and land uses were key to achieving this ( 
Redevelopment Responses
As mentioned above grass roots responses to the PPP redevelopments varied significantly between the neighbourhoods under examination in terms of residents'
analyses of these plans, the sophistication of their strategy for conveying these views to Dublin City Council, the media and other stakeholders and the duration and intensity of their resistance.
The lobbying process was lengthiest in the most troubled case-study neighbourhood - O'Devaney Gardens wasn't ready for this sort of thing [PPP negotiations] at all in regards of community structures. There wasn't really any proper tenants associations, none of that… There was just one development worker dealing with the residents… The main problem we have here is that we're not highly organised (interview with O'Devaney Gardens community worker, conducted in 2007-09).
During the PPP negotiations community structures were further weakened by the decanting of a large proportion of dwellings to facilitate their demolition and resultant population decline. In addition, unlike their counterparts in Fatima
Mansions, O'Devaney Gardens residents decided that were unwilling to accept any diminution in public housing numbers (Hearne, 2011) . Despite this situation residents felt that they had no option but to co-operate with the PPP allow estates to deteriorate so people had no choice to leave so that local authorities can get access to prime development that these estates are located on to sell for private development and the issue of these 'problem' estates is permanently removed (Tenants First, 2009 (Hearne and Kenna, 2014) . Following this pioneering campaign, residents achieved their goals and Dublin City Council announced that public funds would be provided to redevelop Dolphin House.
Redevelopment Outcomes
The outcomes of the redevelopment and resistance processes described above varied significantly between the case-study neighbourhoods. 
Conclusions
This paper has examined residents' varying responses to proposals to redevelop three public housing neighbourhoods in Dublin using PPPs and the contrasting outcomes their resistance achieved. In two of these neighbourhoods, residents' representative structures and community cohesion were strong and lobbying strategies sophisticated, but while one co-operated with the PPP proposal, the other campaigned against it.
Despite their different analysis of the redevelopment proposals, residents of both neighbourhoods achieved most of their campaigning objectives and both communities remain strong and successful. In contrast, community structures in the other case-study neighbourhood were weak and residents were made to feel that they had no option but to co-operate with the PPP. Furthermore, the decanting of residents to free up space to build private housing led to the devastation of this community. The neighbourhood was almost vacant at the time of writing and earmarked for demolition.
These neighbourhoods highlight by the key role in which variations in the intensity and sophistication of community agitation, lobbying and resistance played in shaping their landlord's redevelopment plans. In two of the three cases, the well organised communities proved very influential which reveals that the power and agency of residents of working class neighbourhoods is incorrectly ignored or underestimated in much of the literature on urban social movements and public housing privatisation. It also points to an undervaluing of the strengths of such working class, deprived, public housing communities and the importance of their local networks of solidarity and community services in reproducing cohesive and resilience communities among researchers and policy makers. The cases of Fatima Mansions and Dolphin House demonstrate that contrary to the dominant 'post-political' consensus, resistance is not futile. In the right circumstances and with the right strategy and supports, disadvantaged urban communities can play a central role in shaping the environments in which they live.
At the same time, the other neighbourhood examined here, O'Devaney Gardens highlights the vulnerability of disadvantaged communities in the face of powerful forces and potential for redevelopment to increase rather than diminish this vulnerability.
This case challenges policy makers and researchers to ask 'redevelopment for whom?' It illustrates how public housing redevelopment programmes often primarily reflect the interests of governments, landlords and (in the case of PPPs), business, rather than those of residents and communities of target neighbourhoods. It also raises questions about the centrality of development based on social 'mixing' gentrification, property redevelopment and demolition and rebuilding in Irish public housing regeneration policy. Treadwell Shine and Norris (2006) and Hearne (2011) argue that such intervention is overused and offered as the solution to public housing neighbourhoods'
problems irrespective of what is their cause. The recent history of O'Devaney Gardens reveals the extent to which these policies rely on a destruction of communities through dislocation, with the result that the community which campaigns for development does not remain in situ to enjoy its benefits.
